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REMARKS 

Claim rejections under 35 USC 103 

Claims 1-23 and 26-33 have been rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Fork (5,936,657) in view of Florence (5,825,400) and Dwyer (5,016,040). Claims 24-255 
have been rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over Fork in view of Florence and 
Dwyer, and further in view of Vergona (5,764,183). Claims 1 and 26 are independent claims, 
from which the remaining pending claims ultimately depend. Applicant respectfully submits that 
at least as amended claims 1 and 26 are patentable over Fork in view of Florence and Dwyer, such 
that the remaining pending claims arc patentable at least because they depend from patentable 
base independent claims. 

Applicant has amended claims 1 and 26 to better clarify their subject inventions. Claim 1 
is discussed herein as representative of both claims 1 and 26, insofar as the present rejections are 
concerned. Claim 1 has been amended so that there are light sources organized in rows and in 
columns (see FIG. 2A, the light sources 220 are organized in rows down the page, and in columns 
left-to-right across the page). The light sources are further organized in groups of light sources 
(groups 200 of FIG. 2 A) that are each one light source in height and a plurality of light sources in 
width (see, e.g., FIG. 2A). There is a single light source group position in each row (as in FIG. 
2A). 

The light sources are anomalous in that they lack uniformity (p. 8, 11. 30-31). For 
example, two light sources that should each print in the same column may vary in that the first 
light source prints slightly to the left of the second light source. As another example, two light 
sources that should print the same spot size may vary in that the first light source prints a slightly 
larger spot than the second light source. 

Therefore, claim 1 has further been amended so that the visibility of these anomalies within 
the light sources are minimized in three ways. First, for sequential rows of pixels to be printed, 
different groups of light sources are selected to print these sequential rows of pixels (specification, 
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p. 8, 11. 32-34). For example, in relation to FIG. 2A, for two sequential rows of pixels, the first 
row may be printed by the first group 200 of light sources, and the second row may be printed by 
the second (or third, etc.) group 200 of light sources. 

Second, for a line of pixels to be printed, the groups of light sources to print this line of 
pixels are randomly selected (see p. 9, 11. 4-8). For example, in relation to FIG. 2A, say you have 
a diagonal line going from the upper left to the lower right of the page. For any given pixel within 
this line, any group of light sources can be selected to print the given pixel. However, claim 1 
specifies that the group of light sources to print this pixel is randomly selected. 

Third, for each pixel within a row of pixels to be printed, the light source to print this pixel 
is selected randomly from all the light sources within the light source groups of a column that 
corresponds to the pixel (see p. 9, 11. 9-12). For example, in relation to FIG. 2 A, say you have a 
horizontal line (i.e., a row) from left to right. For the first pixel in this horizontal line, any left- 
most light source can print this given pixel. However, claim 1 specifies that which light source is 
randomly selected. The same is true for each other pixel in the row of pixels. 

Applicant respectfully submits that Fork in view of Florence and Dwyer does not suggest 
these features of claim 1 . Consider for sequential rows of pixels to be printed, different groups of 
light sources are selected to print the sequential rows of pixels. Applicant has reviewed the prior 
art in detail, and cannot locate in any of Fork, Florence, and Dwyer discussion of sequential rows 
of pixels being printed, let alone different groups of light sources being selected to print these 
sequential rows of pixels. 

Consider next that for a line of pixels to be printed, groups (plural) of light sources are 
randomly selected to print this line. Stated another way, more than one group of light sources is 
used to print this line, and which groups are used is randomly selected. Applicant has reviewed 
the prior art in detail, and cannot locate in any of Fork, Florence, and Dwyer discussion of 
selecting groups of lights randomly to print a line of pixels. 
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Finally, consider that for a given pixel within a row of pixels to be printed, the light source 
(not light source group as in the previous two paragraphs) to print the pixel is randomly selected 
from all the light sources within the light source groups of the column corresponding to the pixel. 
Stated another way, for each pixel, which light source within the column of light sources that can 
print this pixel is randomly selected to actually print the pixel. Applicant has reviewed the prior 
art in detail, and cannot located in any of Fork, Florence, and Dwyer discussion of randomly 
selecting the light source to print a pixel within a row of pixels is randomly selected from all the 
light sources within the light source groups of the column corresponding to the pixel. 

For these reasons, Applicant respectfully submits that the prior art in combination does not 
suggest the claimed invention as a whole. Applicant, however, again invites the Examiner to 
work with Applicant's representative, Mike Dryja, in a cooperative manner to place the present 
application in condition for allowance. The Examiner is thus encouraged to suggest additional 
subject matter that if added to the claims would render the claims allowable, and to call Mr. Dryja 
with such suggested claim language 1 



1 Applicant notes in this respect that it is the Examiner's obligation to engage Applicant to resolve 

patentability issues as expeditiously as possible, and that the Examiner shares with Applicant the 

responsibility of the success of the patentability process. As noted in a recent email from USPTO 

Director Kappos to the examining corps: 

One key is to expeditiously identify and resolve issues of patentability — that is 
getting efficiently to the issues that matter to patentability in each case, and 
working with applicants to find the patentable subject matter and get it clearly 
expressed in claims that can be allowed . The examiner and the applicant share the 
responsibility for the success of this process. 

.... Let's be clear: patent quality does not equal rejection. In some cases this 
requires us to reject all the claims when no patentable subject matter has been 
presented. It is our duty to be candid with the applicant and protect the interests of 
the public. In other cases this means granting broad claims when they present 
allowable subject matter. In all cases it means engaging with the applicant to get to 
the real issues efficiently — what we all know as compact prosecution. 
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Respectfully Submitted, 



May 3. 2010 




Date Michael A. Dryja, Reg. No. 39,662 

Attorney/ Agent for Applicant(s) 



Law Offices of Michael Dryja 
1230 E Baseline Rd #103-248 
Mesa,AZ 85204 
tel: 480-463-4837 
fax: 480-371-2110 



(Internet web site http://www.patentlyo.com/patent/2009/08/director-kappos-patent-quality- 
equals-granting-those-clairns-the-applicant-is-entitled-to-under-our-laws.html) (Emphasis added) 



